REMARKS 

Applicant has carefully studied the outstanding Office Action in the 
present application. The present response is intended to be fully responsive to all points 
of rejection raised by the Examiner and is believed to place the application in condition 
for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the application are 
respectfully requested. 

Application as examined included claims 1, 3, 5-9, 11 and 13-20. Claims 
1 and 9 are amended. Claims 3, 5-8, 11 and 13-14 are unchanged. Claims 2, 4, 10, 12, 
and 15-20 are cancelled. New claims 21-26 are added. 

Claims 1, 3, 5-9, 11 and 13-16 stand rejected under 35 USC 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. Claims 1 and 9 
have been amended to overcome these rejections. Claims 15-16 have been cancelled 
without prejudice. 

Claims 1, 3, 5-9, 11 and 13-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Dickinson, III et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,609,196). 

Dickinson describes an email firewall that applies policies to e-mail 
messages between a first site and a plurality of second sites in accordance with a. 
plurality of administrator selectable policies. 

Applicants express their appreciation to Examiner Aravind K. Moorthy 
for the courtesy of an interview, which was granted to Applicants' representative, 
Sanford T. Colb (Reg. No. 26,856). The interview was held in the USPTO on March 9, 
2006. The substance of the interview is set forth in the Interview Summary. 

At the interview, claim 1 was discussed vis-a-vis the prior art of 
Dickinson. The Interview Summary Record states, in relevant part "The attorney 
discussed two versions for proposed amendment to claim 1 . The attorney stated that the 
prior art does not show correction of structured form of an email component. The 
Examiner recommended clarification and additional recitation for decomposing and 
recomposing of the email message. The Examiner recommended pointing out where in 
the specification that the decomposing and recomposing steps take place." 
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Applicant has accordingly amended independent claim 1, as discussed at 
the interview, to include the recitation, "for each of said original components, 
generating a restructured component by correcting the structural form of said original 
component to comply with rules for preventing said exploiting, if the structural form of 
said original component deviates from said rules." Similar amendments have been made 
to independent claim 9. 

Support for the amendments to the claims is found, inter alia, in Figs. 4 
and 5 and the description thereof, particularly in paragraphs 39-41 and paragraphs 49-55 
of the application as published. Applicant submits that paragraphs 27 and 28 of the 
application as published provide further details concerning the decomposing and 
recomposing steps. The definition of email components and structure thereof is detailed 
in the specification in paragraphs 4-22 of the application as published. 

The Examiner has rejected all of the claims as anticipated by Dickinson. 
In rejecting the claims, the Examiner cited column 6, lines 40-67 and column 9, lines 
16-63 of Dickinson. 

In column 6, lines 40-67, Dickinson describes a hierarchy of applying 
policies to different groups of email system users. In column 9, lines 16-63, Dickinson 
describes an encryption/decryption scheme for incoming and outgoing email messages. 

Additionally, Dickinson describes a method for generating attachments to 
messages and/or notifications when specific criteria are met. Dickinson also describes a 
method for filtering messages when specific criteria are met. These methods generate 
different disposition actions for incoming emails such as deliver message to destination, 
defer delivery, return to sender or drop the message. 

Applicant respectfully submits that nowhere in the above cited passages, 
or elsewhere, does Dickinson show or suggest a method including, inter alia, 
"generating a restructured component by correcting a structural form of said original 
component to comply with rules for preventing said exploiting, if the structural form of 
said original component deviates from said rules", as recited in amended claim 1. 
Applicant respectfully submits that nowhere in the above cited passages, or elsewhere, 
does Dickinson show or suggest a system including, inter alia, "a module for generating 
a restructured component by correcting a structural form of said original components", 
as recited in amended claim 9. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that independent claims 1 and 9 are 
therefore patentable. Claims 3 and 5-8 depend directly or ultimately from claim 1 and 
recite additional patentable matter and are therefore deemed allowable. Claims 1 1 and 
13-14 depend directly or ultimately from claim 9 and recite additional patentable matter 
and are therefore deemed allowable. 

Claims 15-20 have been cancelled without prejudice. 

New claims 21-26 are similar in scope to claims 1, 3 and 5-8. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Dickinson does not show or suggest a 
method including, inter alia, "correcting a structural form of said component to comply 
with rules for preventing said exploiting, if the structural form of said component 
deviates from said rules", as recited in new claim 21 . 

Applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 21 is therefore 
patentable. Claims 22-26 depend directly or ultimately from claim 21 and recite 
additional patentable matter and are therefore deemed allowable. 

In view of the foregoing, all of the claims are deemed to be allowable. 
Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the application are respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Mark M. Friedman 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 33,883 




Date: March 29, 2006 
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